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IO32 
Northstar California 

Beth Howard, Vice President and General Manager 

December 22, 2015 

 

I032-1 The comment expresses support for the project and commends the project applicant on 

collaboration with regional stakeholders. The comment recommends that Placer County seek 

solutions to significant and unavoidable traffic impacts that may be implemented with 

project construction. Please see response to comment IO18-75 regarding State CEQA 

Guidelines requirements for mitigation and response to comment IO41-39 regarding 

additional commenter-recommended mitigation for transportation impacts. The comment 

does not include specific suggestions for additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce 

impacts on SR 267. The Draft EIR provides all feasible mitigation measures necessary to 

reduce significant impacts to less-than-significant levels. Where impacts remain significant 

after imposing all feasible mitigation, the impacts are identified as significant and 

unavoidable.  

IO32-2 The comment recommends measures and issues to be considered to address the traffic 

impacts within the Northstar community. A response is noted, below, in each lettered sub-

point: 

a. The comment suggests the proposed sign on Highlands View Drive be a permanent, 

changeable message sign. 

As indicated in Mitigation Measure 10-1(c), the sign on Highlands View Drive need only 

operate in the winter, so a permanent sign is not required to implement the measure. 

Nonetheless, the project applicant would agree to provide a variable message sign, if the 

County deems it appropriate. However, because the applicant does not own the land or 

hold an easement from Northstar, Northstar or the Northstar Mountain Master HOA 

would need to work with the County to establish access to allow a sign. Additionally, 

because the applicant’s role would be phased out after project area land sales are 

complete, it is expected that the sign would need to be deeded over to a third party for 

long-term operation (e.g., Northstar, NCSD, or Northstar Mountain Master HOA) with 

obtainment of an easement and/or permission from the County to install and maintain 

the sign. The project applicant would work with the County to implement the mitigation 

measure to provide and install the message sign.  

b. The comment proposes that signage for the Northstar Drive ingress and egress at 

Highway 267 be improved to delineate turn lanes onto Hwy 267 and into the 

Village/Castle Peak Parking Lot. 

This suggested improvement is not related to a project impact. In addition, much of the 

signage in this area was upgraded with the completion of the County’s roundabout 

improvement project. 

c. The comment proposes signage for both directions on Highway 267 to alert drivers to the 

MVWP access road, Highlands View Drive, and Northstar Drive. 

The applicant would be willing to fund a fair share portion of such signage; however, the 

County has determined that while supplemental signage may be beneficial, it would not 

be required to mitigate a significant adverse effect of the MVWPSP project. 

d. The comment states that the MVWPSP project would generate 122 full-time equivalent 

employees, for which the project should identify onsite employee parking to minimize 

additional trips within Northstar and impacts to existing approved parking. The project 
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trip generation (see pages 10-21 through 10-3, including Table 10-11 of the Draft EIR) 

included employee and delivery trips. The external commercial trips are expected to be 

mostly generated by employee trips and deliveries.  

It is not anticipated that employees would park at Northstar, as it would not be 

convenient to access their place of employment within the MVWPSP project site.  

e. The comment inquires as to what the LOS/delay at Highlands View Drive/Ridgeline Drive, 

Ridgeline Drive/Northstar Drive, and Northstar Drive/SR 267 would be with the 

mitigation measure of redirected Highlands View Drive traffic (Mitigation Measure 10-1c). 

In the Draft EIR (Impact 10-1, pages 10-27 through 10-29), the discussion of significance 

after mitigation states that the intersections of Northstar Drive/SR 267 and Northstar 

Drive/Ridgeline Drive would operate at LOS D or better during the winter peak hour after 

implementing the mitigation. The intersection of Highlands View Drive/Ridgeline Drive 

would also operate at LOS D or better. 

f. The comment proposes the project be responsible for its fair share contribution to 

manual traffic control expenses during peak times at the Northstar Drive roundabout and 

other intersections within Northstar. 

The project is not shown to have significant impacts at this location. In addition, the 

following improvements are included in the Tahoe CIP: Northstar Drive / SR 267 

intersection improvements, and Northstar Drive (Trimont Lane/Intercept Lot to Basque) 

widening and intersection improvements. The project would pay its fair share of these 

improvements through payment of traffic impact fees, as indicated in Mitigation Measure 

10-2. 

g. The comment proposes the project provide a shuttle system that coordinates with 

existing Northstar intra-resort transit system to minimize personal auto use into 

Northstar. 

The project proposes to implement a shuttle with construction of the 340th unit (see 

Policy CP-13 of the Specific Plan). The shuttle would travel to local destinations, including 

Northstar. The project shuttle could be coordinated with other shuttles and transit service 

in the project vicinity. 

IO32-3 The comment requests mitigation requiring a stormwater runoff monitoring program. As 

discussed on pages 15-25 through 15-27 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measures 15-5a and 

15-5b require all development resulting from the project to implement low impact 

development (LID) practices and stormwater infiltration facilities so that development would 

not result in an increase in runoff leaving the project site. With these mitigation measures, 

the project would not result in an increase in surface runoff that would result in erosion, 

siltation, or offsite flooding, or cause the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 

systems to be exceeded. The impact would be less than significant. In addition, the applicant 

would undertake a monitoring program for the stormwater drainage system, similar to other 

projects in the Northstar area. This would not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

IO32-4 The comment expresses support for Water Supply Option 2, onsite wells, which bring a 

redundant water supply to the NCSD. The comment is noted.  

IO32-5 The comment expresses concern that without completion of the recently approved CalPeco 

650 electric line improvements, the utility could not be able to provide reliable and 

consistent electrical supply to both the Northstar and MVWPSP communities, particularly 

during peak periods. Construction of the powerline upgrade is underway and the segment to 
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Northstar is completed. As discussed in Draft EIR Impact 16-4, Liberty Utilities indicated that 

it has sufficient capacity to serve the MVWPSP at buildout (see Draft EIR page 16-25).  

IO32-6 The comment acknowledges the lease agreement between SPI and Northstar for cross 

country skiing and bike trails and requests collaboration to create a joint recreation plan for 

multi-use recreation trails. While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR, the Applicant has indicated that it would collaborate with Northstar on the possible 

development of multiuse trails benefiting both communities and the Northstar Ski Resort. 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County 

Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 3.5-345 

 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

 Placer County 

3.5-346 Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County 

Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 3.5-347 

IO33 
Northstar Property Owners Association 

Geoff S. Stephens, General Manager 

December 15, 2015 

 

IO33-1 This comment expresses support for the proposed project or Alternative 3: Reduced Density 

Alternative, as described in the MVWPSP Draft EIR. The Placer County Planning Commission 

and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or 

qualities of the proposed project and MVWPSP Alternative 3 into consideration when making 

decisions regarding the project.  

IO33-2 The comment expresses support for the proposed land use changes that would allow for 

development of the West Parcel and preservation of the East Parcel, as well as the 

retirement of units, establishment of public trails, and avoidance of ridgeline development. 

The comment is noted. 

IO33-3 The comment states that NPOA does not support large commercial operations, but supports 

neighborhood services to support the proposed MVWPSP units and reduce traffic on SR 267. 

As stated on page 3-6 of the Draft EIR under “Project Objectives,” one of the objectives of the 

project is to identify available opportunities and designate land for small commercial centers 

where some of the needs of local area residents can be met, eliminating the need for trips 

outside the area. This is further elaborated on page 3-12 of the Draft EIR, which explains that 

the expected commercial uses would be businesses such as small retail stores, restaurants, 

offices, and sports equipment rentals, and that the intent of allowing small commercial/retail 

uses within the residential designation is to provide services and amenities to residents and 

visitors within the MVWPSP and minimize the need for trips outside of the project site. 

Finally, as stated on page 3-16 of the Draft EIR, commercial development would be designed 

to support project residents and guests rather than attracting patrons from outside the 

development. The MVWPSP limits the total commercial/retail area to 34,500 square feet of 

building space on 6.6 acres of land, which could be distributed throughout the Residential-

designated area on parcels of any size. 

IO33-4 The comment expresses concern that all required CEQA documents and related studies are 

completed. For explanation of the environmental review process as required by CEQA, see 

Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR, specifically Section 1.6, “Environmental Review Process and 

Public Involvement.” The public has had access to review the complete Draft MVWPSP, the 

Draft EIR, and the NOP and Initial Study, all of which are available on the County’s website. 

The EIR is supported by numerous technical studies, as cited in the technical chapters of the 

EIR and included in Chapter 22, “References Cited and Persons Consulted,” in the Draft EIR.  

 The EIR includes a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP), prepared in 

compliance with the requirements of California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 

21081.6 and Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines that identifies specific timing and 

monitoring requirements for implementation of all mitigation measures identified in the EIR. 

Please see Chapter 23 and Table 23-1 of the Draft EIR. All of the mitigation measures for the 

MVWPSP included in the EIR would be monitored through the County’s Standard Mitigation 

Monitoring Program (Table 23-1). Some mitigation measures require ongoing 

implementation and would require monitoring even after a Final Map is recorded, a 

Certificate of Occupancy is issued, or other discretionary permit is vested or ministerial 

permit is accepted as complete. Table 23-1 also identifies the mitigation measures that 

require ongoing implementation, the party(ies) responsible for funding implementation, the 

necessary timing of implementation that would occur outside the scope of the County’s 

Standard Mitigation Monitoring Program, and the mechanisms for monitoring compliance 

with each mitigation measure. 
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Further, the subject of the County’s approval decision is the overall MVWPSP addressed in 

the EIR. When subsequent activities in the program are proposed, the County will have to 

determine whether the environmental effects of those activities were adequately addressed 

in the program EIR and/or whether additional environmental documents must be prepared. If 

a later activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a project-

specific CEQA document would be required.  

IO33-5 The comment expresses concern that the project take steps to avoid lighting, noise, and 

visual impacts to the Tahoe Basin and Northstar. Such impact avoidance measures are 

included in the Specific Plan itself (see Appendices B and C of the MVWPSP, Development 

Standards and Design Guidelines, respectively) and the Draft EIR. Potential project-related 

impacts are evaluated in the Draft EIR related to these issues; see Chapter 9, “Visual 

Resources,” for discussion of visual, light, and glare impacts, and see Chapter 13, “Noise,” 

for evaluation of short- and long-term noise impacts. As presented in these Draft EIR 

chapters, mitigation measures are imposed where necessary to reduce significant impacts to 

less-than-significant levels. The MVWPSP noise and visual impacts would be less than 

significant from Martis Valley, Northstar and from within the Tahoe Basin. No structures 

would be visible from the key observation points in the Basin and tree removal visible from 

the Basin would be largely obscured by remaining trees. Project features visible from 

Northstar would appear as partially screened, dark/earthtoned-colored structures nestled in 

distant trees; structures would not appear silhouetted above the ridge, nor would obvious 

clearings or linear or angular patterns result from the project (see Impact 9-1). In addition, 

light sources from the project would not be visible from the key observation points in the 

Basin or the Fibreboard Freeway, but they would be visible from Martis Valley. The new light 

sources visible from Martis Valley would be less prominent than existing light sources 

because the new light sources would be partially screened by vegetation and topography, 

and at a greater viewing distance than existing light sources, which reduces the appearance 

of illumination (see Impact 9-4). 

IO33-6 The comment recommends that phasing and project proposals pursuant to the MVWPSP be 

subject to required studies and public input processes. See response to comment IO33-4, 

above. 

IO33-7 The comment recommends that amenities for property owners be defined. Please see 

Chapter 6, “Open Space, Trails, and Recreation,” of the proposed MVWPSP as well as pages 

3-19 and 3-20 of the Draft EIR, “Project Description,” for a description of proposed open 

space, trails, and homeowner amenities. . The commenter’s opinion regarding additional 

definition of amenities in the Specific Plan are noted. 

IO33-8 The comment expresses opposition to a campground proposal. While there is no 

campground proposed as part of the MVWPSP project, a separate proposal, the Brockway 

Campground, has been submitted to Placer County and was considered in the cumulative 

projects listed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR and evaluated in Chapters 5 through 18. The 

Brockway Campground project will undergo separate environmental review. For additional 

discussion of the Brockway Campground proposal, please see Master Response 2. 

IO33-9 The comment recommends consideration of cumulative development in the EIR. Cumulative 

impacts are assessed in the EIR, as required by CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. The 

cumulative impact analysis methodology, scope, and cumulative projects list are described in 

Chapter 4, “Approach to Environmental Analysis,” of the Draft EIR. Cumulative impacts are 

addressed within each resource chapter (see Chapters 5 through 18 of the Draft EIR). .  
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I034 
Steve Pearsall 

December 8, 2015 

 

I034-1 The comment expresses concerns related to tree removal and wildlife impacts associated 

with the project. This issue is evaluated in Draft EIR Impact 5-5, “Convert substantial forest 

land or adversely affect timber resources.” This impact discloses that approximately 651.5 

acres of forest land (per the PRC Section 12220(g) definition) could be converted to non-

forested, developed uses on the West Parcel. Tables 5-3 through 5-7 provide data on the 

forest habitats, numbers of trees, and the estimated loss that would occur due to full 

buildout of the MVWPSP. The estimated loss of 651.5 acres of forest land from development 

of the West Parcel and loss of 11.6 acres of forest land from offsite utility connections would 

not substantially reduce the quantity or quality of these coniferous forest habitats in the 

region. Of the estimated 21,798 trees 6-inches dbh or greater that would be removed on the 

West Parcel, most are white fir. Sierran mixed conifer and white fir forest are common and 

widely distributed in the region and elsewhere in the Sierra Nevada, and the amount of forest 

disturbance and loss would be small relative to the total amount available in the region. No 

sensitive forest types, such as aspen forest or old growth forest, would be removed. The 

existing forest on the West Parcel has been regularly maintained through harvest procedures 

for forest health and reduction of fire risk. Furthermore, the MVWPSP proposes to preserve 

the entire 6,376-acre East Parcel either by sale to a land trust or similar organization or by 

recordation of a conservation easement, preserving in perpetuity an estimated 5,951.2 

acres of forest land and connecting an estimated 50,000 acres of open space and forested 

lands east of SR 267. The Forest-designated lands on the East Parcel and the West Parcel 

would be restricted to timber harvest and compatible uses under the TPZ zone and approved 

THPs, protecting the timber resource value of those areas. Therefore, the conversion of 

forest land and impacts to timber resources were determined to be less than significant. 

In addition, please see Draft EIR Chapter 7, “Biological Resources,” and Chapter 9, “Visual 

Resources,” for a discussion of effects related to tree removal. 

Regarding the concern expressed in the comment related to the Brockway Campground, 

please note that the Brockway Campground is not part of the proposed project, as discussed 

in Master Response 2.  
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IO35 
Don Kanare 

Broker/Owner RE/Max North Lake 

November 28, 2015 

 

I035-1 The comment expresses opposition to the MVWPSP project and concerns regarding 

increased traffic, ambient lighting, crowds, and noise. All issues raised in the comment are 

addressed in the Draft EIR. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the 

proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 

IO35-2 The comment expresses opposition to development on the ridgeline around Lake Tahoe. See 

responses to comments IO27-1, IO18-42, and IO18-44.  

The comment also suggests that there is not a feasible way to widen SR 267 and raises 

concerns regarding emergency evacuation. Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation,” of 

the Draft EIR includes discussions of the existing traffic conditions and an analysis of project-

specific and cumulative traffic impacts. Emergency evacuation and wildfire hazards are 

addressed in Chapter 18, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials.” Please see Master Response 

9 related to wildland fire, emergency evacuation, and the draft Emergency Preparedness and 

Evacuation Plan prepared as part of the MVWPSP.  

IO35-3 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing preservation of the ridgeline around 

Lake Tahoe and potential support for a small development of single-family homes if no 

lighting was visible from anywhere in the Basin. Please see response to comment IO35-2, 

above, regarding visual resource concerns. Comments regarding preferences for a project 

alternative will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors for their consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 
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IO36 
Remy Moose Manley  

Whitman F. Manley 

November 13, 2015 

 

I036-1 The comment references the traffic analysis in the EIR and reiterates information contained 

in the EIR, including that the Specific Plan is located within Placer County and does not 

require approval from TRPA. This information is included in the Draft EIR in Chapter 3, 

“Project Description,” and is stated in response to comments throughout this Final EIR.  

IO36-2 The comment states the MVWPSP project’s traffic impacts are lower than those anticipated 

under the approved Martis Valley Community Plan (MVCP) with a 44 percent reduction in 

residential units, and an estimated 40 percent reduction in vehicle trips per day. 

The comment reiterates information found in the Draft EIR; notably, it cites the same 

reduction in potential daily vehicle trips that is included in Table 19-1 under the 

Transportation and Circulation analysis of Alternative 2, the “No Project – MVCP Alternative.” 

As discussed in the letter and under Alternative 2 (see page 19-18 of the Draft EIR), the 

proposed project would generate 3,985 daily vehicle trips and the potential MVCP allocation 

of 1,360 residential units would generate 6,593 daily vehicle trips. 

IO36-3 The comment states that overall traffic volumes in the region are much lower than 

anticipated in the MVCP, and states that other projects in Martis Valley have been built with 

1,466 fewer units than approved in the MVCP. The comment notes that the MVWPSP project 

would also retire 600 residential units from the total that was approved in the MVCP. The 

comment cites an attached table as showing that there would be a reduction in the daily 

vehicle trip generation from the approved MVCP by roughly 35 percent. The comment is 

acknowledged. While the plan-to-plan comparison is illustrative, the conclusions of the traffic 

impact analysis are based on project effects as compared to the existing setting, that is, to 

the undeveloped condition. 

IO36-4 A table comparison of traffic generation for Martis Valley Community Plan and Martis Valley 

West Parcel Specific Plan is presented. See response to comment IO36-3.  

 

 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County 

Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 3.5-357 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

 Placer County 

3.5-358 Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 

IO37 
Sandra Richards  

December 15, 2015 

 

I037-1 The comment expresses concern for Lake Tahoe. The comment does not directly address 

any specific aspect of the proposed the MVWPSP project, nor does it provide a comment on 

the content, analysis, or conclusions of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted.  
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IO38 
Rene Robert 

December 21, 2015 

 

I038-1 The comment expresses opposition to the MVWPSP. The comment does not specifically 

address the content, analysis, or conclusions of the Draft EIR. The Placer County Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the 

merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions 

regarding the project.  

I038-2 The comment expresses concern regarding traffic and emergency evacuation. See Draft EIR 

Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation,” which describes the existing conditions and 

potential traffic and circulation effects associated with the MVWPSP. For concerns related to 

emergency evacuation, please see Master Response 9. 

IO38-3 The comment expresses concern regarding constructing campgrounds. The MVWPSP does 

not include campsites. The comment is referring to the Brockway Campground Project 

proposal, which will be subject to separate environmental review. Please see Master 

Response 2 regarding the Brockway proposal. 
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IO39 
Robert Schladale and Lois Williams 

December 6, 2015 

 

I039-1 The comment expresses opposition to the MVWPSP and expresses concerns about 

compatibility with existing zoning, and effects on water supply and quality, air quality and 

traffic. The comment does not specifically address the content, analysis, or conclusions in 

the Draft EIR, however. All issues raised in the comment are addressed in the document. The 

comment refers to a proposed campground; however, the MVWPSP does not include 

campsites. The comment is referring to the Brockway Campground Project proposal, which is 

a separate project and will be subject to its own environmental review. Please see Master 

Response 2 regarding the Brockway proposal. The Placer County Planning Commission and 

Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or qualities of 

the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions regarding the project.  

I039-2 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR suggest the new development would only be 

occupied 20 percent of the time. This is erroneous. The 20 percent cited in the comment is 

defined in the EIR as 20 percent of the proposed units being occupied by permanent, full-

time residents. As stated on page 3-16 of the Draft EIR: 

Based on the data from these nearby developments as well as coordination and 

guidance from Placer County staff, this EIR assumes that the majority of the 

population (approximately 80 percent) would be seasonal and/or transient, because 

the residential units would be primarily second homes and fractional units. Based on 

that assumption, approximately 20 percent of the project population is expected to 

be full-time, permanent residents (Fehr & Peers 2014). This assumption is 

conservative because, based on actual data, the percentage of full-time residences is 

substantially lower than 20 percent.  

See Master Response 5 regarding occupancy assumptions, trip generation assumptions, and 

traffic analysis methodology.  

I039-3 The comment expresses concerns related to the project’s effect on emergency evacuation. 

Please see Master Response 9 related to wildland fire, emergency evacuation, and the draft 

Emergency Preparedness and Evacuation Plan prepared as part of the MVWPSP. 

I039-4 The comment states that Tahoe should be considered “built out,” and building should be 

focused on in-fill in existing areas. The MVWPSP would not involve any development within 

the Lake Tahoe Basin. See response to comment IO18-7. The comment also suggests that 

an in-fill alternative should be considered. See Master Response 10 regarding alternatives. 
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I040 
Ed and Joan Schommer 

December 3, 2015 

 

I040-1 The comment expresses concerns that the project is not located near any public services or 

existing infrastructure. Please see Chapter 17 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of impacts 

and mitigation measures related to public services, and Chapter 16 of the Draft EIR for a 

discussion of impacts and mitigation measures related to utilities. Regarding the location of 

the Brockway Campground, please see Master Response 2 regarding the Brockway 

Campground proposal, which is a separate project subject to its own environmental review.  

I040-2 The comment asserts that the proposed project would not be compatible with existing zoning 

or land use. These issues are addressed in Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR. Please see response 

to comment IO18-5, which explains that as a proposed Specific Plan, the action being 

considered by Placer County is a planning action: redesignation of land uses, rezoning of 

lands, and preservation of lands. If approved, the MVWPSP would supersede the MVCP, 

thereby changing the locations of potential development in the Martis Valley. Placer County is 

authorized to adopt a Specific Plan under the provisions of Sections 65450 through 65457 

of the California Government Code and Section 17.58.200 of the Placer County Code. These 

provisions require that a Specific Plan be consistent with the adopted General Plan of the 

jurisdiction in which the plan is located, and sets forth the contents of the Specific Plan. 

Through approval of the MVWPSP, the newly proposed land use designations and zoning 

would be made consistent with both the Placer County General Plan and the MVCP.  

I040-3 The comment asserts that that the project would impact transit, traffic, and circulation. 

These issues are addressed in Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR. The comment does not 

specifically address the content, analysis, or conclusions of the Draft EIR. The Placer County 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding 

the merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions 

regarding the project. 

I040-4 The comment expresses concerns related to tree removal and its effect on the forest. This 

issue is evaluated in Draft EIR Impact 5-5, “Convert substantial forest land or adversely 

affect timber resources.” This impact discloses that approximately 651.5 acres of forest land 

(per the PRC Section 12220(g) definition) could be converted to non-forested, developed 

uses on the West Parcel. Tables 5-3 through 5-7 provide data on the forest habitats, 

numbers of trees, and the estimated loss that would occur due to full buildout of the 

MVWPSP. The estimated loss of 651.5 acres of forest land from development of the West 

Parcel and loss of 11.6 acres of forest land from offsite utility connections would not 

substantially reduce the quantity or quality of these coniferous forest habitats in the region. 

Of the estimated 21,798 trees 6-inches dbh or greater that would be removed on the West 

Parcel, most are white fir. Sierran mixed conifer and white fir forest are common and widely 

distributed in the region and elsewhere in the Sierra Nevada, and the amount of forest 

disturbance and loss would be small relative to the total amount available in the region. No 

sensitive forest types, such as aspen forest or old growth forest, would be removed. The 

existing forest on the West Parcel has been regularly maintained through harvest procedures 

for forest health and reduction of fire risk. Furthermore, the MVWPSP proposes to preserve 

the entire 6,376-acre East Parcel either by sale to a land trust or similar organization or by 

recordation of a conservation easement, preserving in perpetuity an estimated 5,951.2 

acres of forest land and connecting an estimated 50,000 acres of open space and forested 

lands east of SR 267. The Forest-designated lands on the East Parcel and the West Parcel 

would be restricted to timber harvest and compatible uses under the TPZ zone and approved 

THPs, protecting the timber resource value of those areas. Therefore, the conversion of 

forest land and impacts to timber resources were determined to be less than significant. 
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Please see Draft EIR Chapter 7, “Biological Resources,” and Chapter 9, “Visual Resources,” 

for a discussion of effects related to tree removal. 

In addition, the MVWPSP area does not contain 600 acres overlooking Lake Tahoe. A portion 

of the Specific Plan area is adjacent to the Tahoe Basin watershed with views of Lake Tahoe, 

but the majority of the site is located farther north where views from the Basin are screened 

by topography and trees. 

I040-5 The comment expresses concerns related to the visibility of the project from the Martis Valley 

and North Lake Tahoe. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed project would be 

visible from some vantage points in Martis Valley, but views from the Basin would be 

screened by topographic features and trees. See Draft EIR Impact 9-1 for a discussion of the 

MVWPSP’s proposed location of structures relative to ridgelines, and design and screening 

measures to minimize the visibility of structures and graded areas. See Impact 9-3 for a 

discussion of MVWPSP design standards and their effect on the character and visual quality 

of the area. In addition, the effects of project lighting on nighttime views are analyzed in 

Impact 9-4, “New Sources of Light and Glare,” beginning on page 9-45. As described in the 

Draft EIR, the MVWPSP project would not be visible from viewpoints in the Lake Tahoe Basin 

and would have less-than-significant effects on scenic vistas and nighttime views from the 

Lake Tahoe Basin. Furthermore, specific MVWPSP design standards (see Appendix B of the 

Specific Plan) require that “Visual impacts of development will be minimized by using the 

natural features and terrain, along with built features and landscaping to screen buildings. 

Tree removal shall be kept to the minimum level feasible to provide natural screening for 

project elements,…”, and “Scenic corridors will not be significantly impacted by development, 

when feasible, including open meadows, the forested corridor along SR 267, ridgelines and 

peaks where development activities would be visible from surrounding areas.” Please see 

Chapter 9, “Visual Resources,” and Master Response 4 regarding the methodology for the 

visual analysis.  

I040-6 The comment asserts that the project would result in detrimental traffic impacts in North 

Lake Tahoe. These issues are addressed in Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR as well as in Master 

Response 6, regarding VMT. The comment does not specifically address the content, 

analysis, or conclusions of the Draft EIR. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board 

of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the 

proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 

I040-7 The comment asserts that adverse cumulative environmental impacts to the Lake Tahoe 

Basin must not be ignored. The Draft EIR does not ignore cumulative impacts to the Lake 

Tahoe Basin; rather it includes a cumulative analysis that includes potential effects to the 

Lake Tahoe Basin. As explained in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR, the geographic scope of 

impacts related to biological resources, traffic, visual resources, night lighting, air emissions, 

GHGs, population/employment/housing, wildfire hazards, emergency evacuation, recreation, 

and associated cumulative impacts addresses the broader Truckee-Tahoe region as 

discussed in each of those resource chapters of the Draft EIR. Furthermore, the cumulative 

projects considered in the cumulative impact analyses (provided at the end of each resource 

chapter, Draft EIR Chapters 5 through 18) are listed in Table 4-2 of the EIR and include 

projects in the Truckee-Tahoe region.  

 


